
54.) Produce the ODA's Technical Standard Manual for Dairy Manure Management Plan as 
required under Nutrient Management Technical Standard regulatio1;1s. 

RESPONSE: 

The Director specifically objects to this Discovery Request as not relevant to the subject 
matter involved in the pending action, vague and imposes an obligation upon the Director to 
provide information that is unavailable to the Director or to produce documents not within the 
legal control. custody or possession of the Director. The Director is not aware of such a manual. 

55.) Produce all documents including notes from Kevin Elder's November 2006 meeting with 

RESPONSE: 

Relevant, non-privileged documents have been previously produced, are in the Certified 
Record (See Certified Record p. 123) and will be made available for inspection and copying 
upon request. 

56.) Produce all documents and correspondence to and from the ODA regarding changes to the 
ORC, QAC and LEPP regulations since the inception of this permit. 

RESPONSE: 

The Director specifically objects to this Discovery Request as overly broad, vague, 
privileged, not relevant and not likely to lead to evidence relevant to the subject matter involved 
in the pending action because the Appellants cannot challenge rules in this proceeding. 

If your request is to ensure that you have access to current rules or a version of rules that 
were in existence at the time when the Director issued the permit, the rules on the website show 
the current rules and the end of the rule shows when the rule was amended. You can access the 
LEPP website for the rules at: 
http://www.ohioagriculture.gov/lepp/curr/rules/2005%20Ru1es/lepp-rl-index-05.stm. 

You can also access the rules at: http://codes.ohio.gov/oac 
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Larry _Vickie Askins

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Vickie, 

Bernstein, Jon [jon.bernstein@epa.state.oh.us] 
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:12 AM

Larry & Vickie Askins 
RE: Request please 

Red Category 

I don't think you will find any technical standards documents per se. 

<f--Z.. 

Basically, Ohio EPA uses the conditions of CAFO NPDES permits as its technical standards, ODNR uses NRCS Standard 633 / 
as its technical standards, and ODA uses its rules as its technical standards. Ohio EPA's permits and ODA's rules are very "-­
similar to 633. 

http:ljwww.ohleap.org/FactSheets/1004/0H633 Waste Util June2003.pdf 

Jon Bernstein, E.I. 
PTI, Compliance Assistance, & CAFO Unit 
Division of Surface Water 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
P.O. Box 1049 
Columbus, OH 43216-1049 
(614) 728-2397

From: Larry & Vickie Askins 
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 
To: Bernstein, Jon 
Subject: RE: Request please 

Hi Jon, 

I've Googled and searched thru many documents but I haven't found Ohio's "technical 
standards". 

If it's possible, I would be happy to pay for a paper copy; otherwise, would you please send me 
the site for this document? 

Sorry to bother you again about this. 
Vickie 

From: Bernstein, Jon [mailto:jon.bernstein@epa.state.oh.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2011 11:33 AM 
To: Larry & Vickie Askins 
Subject: RE: Request please 

Hi Vickie, 

Ohio EPA uses the conditions of CAFO NPDES permits as its technical standards for nutrient management. 

1 
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Enclosure 

Questions 

1. The Effluent Limitations Guidelines and New Source Performance Standards for the
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAPO) point source category, 40 CFR part 412,
prohibit dry-weather discharges of manure, litter, and process wastewater (manure) from
land application areas under the control Large CAFOs in the cattle, swine, poultry and
veal subcategories. See: 71 Federal Register 37769, June 30, 2006. Does chapter 903 of
the Ohio Revised Code or chapter 901 of the Ohio Administrative Code require National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to be issued by the _Ohio
Department of Agriculture (ODA) to prohibit discharges from land application areas when
such discharges are not agricultural storm water as defined in rule 901:10-1-0l(D)?

ODA Response: Yes. There is a prohibition for dry weather discharges from 
production areas (see 40CFR § 412.31(a) and 40 CFR § 412.43(a) for swine, with 
reference to BPT facilities). Ohio's rules governing cattle (901:10-3-04(A)(l)) and 
swine, poultry, and veal operations (901:10-3-06(A)(l)) similarly prohibit discharges 
from production areas. As for the land application areas, 40 CFR § 412.3l(b) states: 
"Discharges from land application areas are subject to the following requirements: 
(1) Develop and implement the best management practices specified in§ 412.4; (2)
Maintain the records specified at§ 412.37(c) . .. .  " 40 CFR §412.4 and§ 412.37(c)
describe the best management practices of setbacks, phosphorus and nitrogen
application rates, compliance alternatives, inspections, etc., that are described in
Ohio's 901:10-2-14 and that are designed to prevent dry weather discharges. 40
CFR § 412.37's record.keeping requirements, which relate to keeping track of
weather conditions and dates of applications, are covered in OAC 901:10-2-08 and
901:10-2-16.

Ohio's cattle effluent limitation rule is 901:10-3-04. That rule, like the federal rule 40 
CFR § 412.31, has one part dealing with production area discharges and one part 
dealing with land application areas. Ohio's equivalent to 40 CFR 412.31(b) is 901:10-
3-04(A)(2). Ohio's rule provides as follows:

"(2) For concentrated animal feeding operation land application areas. 
Discharges from land application areas are subject to the following 
requirements: 
(a) Develop and implement the best management practices set forth for the �
manure management plan in rule 901:10-2-07(A)(l) of the Administrative "'-­
Code;
(b) Maintain the records specified in rule 901: 10-2-16 of the Administrative
Code .. .. "

OAC 901:10-2-07(A), which is referenced in 901:10-3-04(A)(2), provides as follows:
"The application for a permit to operate and for a NPDES permit shall 
contain the following information: 
(1) A manure management plan that is developed and implemented to comply
with the best management practices set forth in rules 901:10-2-08 to 901:10-2-
11, 901:10-2-13 to 901:10-2-16 and 901:10-2-18 of the Administrative Code, 
and 
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901:10-2-10 Contents of manure management plan: manure 

characterization. 
LfA-

The manure management plan shall contain information on manure to allow the owner or operator to plan for 
<nutrient utilization at recommended agronomic rates and to minimize nutrient runoff that may impact waters of 

the state. 

(A) Manure characterization shall describe the manure by the per cent of liquid content, the per cent of solids
content and/or manure density and shall follow the sampling procedures for manure sampling and analysis in
"Recommended Methods of Manure Analysis" (a 3769), university of Wisconsin extension, 2003. For an existing
facility that will continue to have similar manure storage or treatment facilities with no change in treatment
technology, the manure shall be characterized utilizing an actual sample from the facility. If the owner or
operator is proposing a new facility, new manure storage or treatment facility, or a change in treatment
technology, then the manure shall be characterized by using the table appended to this rule or by utilizing a
representative analysis from a similar type facility with a similar type of manure storage or treatment facility to
characterize manure, the owner or operator shall submit this alternative manure data along with the
identification of the source of the data. Manure characterization shall include the following:

(1) Total manure production quantified:

(a) Pounds per day; or

(b) Tons per year; or

(c) Cubic yards per day; or

(d) Gallons per day.

(2) Nutrient content quantified:

(a) Pounds per day; and/or

(b) Pounds per ton; or

(c) Pounds per one thousand gallons.

(B) The manure management plan shall contain an estimate, supported by calculations of the quantity and total
nutrient content of manure produced, stored and treated during a twelve month period along with a schedule
for manure removal or manure transfer for purposes of land application. Manure may be removed based on 
results of inspections conducted pursuant to paragraph (A)(4)(f) of rule 901: 10-2-08 of the Administrative Code
or in accordance with distribution and utilization methods.

(C) At a minimum, manure from each manure storage or treatment facility shall be analyzed annually for the
following: total nitrogen; ammonium nitrogen; organic nitrogen; phosphorus; potassium; and per cent total
solids.

(D) In addition to the minimum requirements for annual manure analysis in paragraphs (A) to (C) of this rule,
any manure with wastes that are process waste water, shall be characterized annually by the owner or operator
by utilizing an actual sample from the facility, provided, however that for a permit to install application as
required by paragraph (C) of rule 901: 10-2-01 of the Administrative Code or for an operational change to be
made to the manure management plan in accordance with rule 901: 10-1-09 of the Administrative Code, the
owner or operator may utilize a sample from a similar facility or by relying upon on existing published or
documented data.

' 

(E) Results of analyses and estimates conducted in paragraphs (A) to (D) of this rule shall be recorded in the
operating record and shall be submitted as part of the annual report to the director required by rule 901: 10-2-



.. - -· .. 

Criteria for Nitrogen via Commercial Fertilizer Sources: 
On fields with a "High Nitrogen. Leaching Potential" apply the recommended nitrogen for spring 
planted crops prior to planting spring crops or split applications between pre-plant and a 
sidedress application. For perennial crops split the recommended application between two or 
three periods including early spring, early summer, or late summer. For fall planted crops apply 
20-30 Lbs/Ac of the recommended amount in the fall and the remainder in the spring. Nitrogen
may be fall applied for spring planted crops following the guidance in Table 1 of this standard.

·criteria for Nitrogen Application via Manure (during Summer and Fall Periods):

On fields with a "High Nitrogen Leaching Potential" (rating more than 10) and with no growing 
crop. manure and other organic by-products application is to be limited to 50 Lbs/ac of �� 
(Ammonium N + 1 /3· of the O�anic N) calculated at the time �ij��ptlQG'fi��-i1) 
1st to limit nitrogen leaching. When,(si\18s�s�v��i,�Q�irnshed 
immediately����flM���o� ��

t.B
rifcts can be applied prior to 

October 1st 

��o\tlffle��li�Pfl:l"F�-legume crop or the nitrogen 
removal �e for the next legume (maximum 150 Lbs/ac) crop. See Table 1, Section 12 -

Determining the Most Limiting Manure Application Rates. 

Sand Settling Basin 
5.9 1.0 4.9 

*The program does not allow for this value to be included.

Manure Application Plan 

Notes and Assumptions: 

5.5 4.9 
Lb/Ton 

 
Michi 

Dairy in 
· Michi an 

� Avail. N* is the estimated amount of nitrogen remaining after losses due to application method and timing.
• For liquid manure applications, see Section 14, Table 1. 
• When liquid manure is applied to fields with tile, drainage tile plugs (or similar dev1ces) shall be available on­

site to pluQ tile outlets should manure beQin to flow from the tile outlets.

HULL & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

· TOLEDO, OHIO 
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• "-<.,\'-.... � .i.<$:-. ;...\ �� ;q,'<>� 
(); ,;j,'[, -�\',\ 

,---------,--;;;:-=-�--..-------,--!���;......);;;,/,..-------------�!.,·)-,__ t�'-" �1,�· ,/--:1 
Ammonla Ori:anlc ·�,.. ;<' /t.' .\/ 

Sample Description 
I 

M�
n Nitrogen Nitrogen Remark.I \;·�'\,\),'5:-•; ·· 

lbt/1011 .� '.. " " �:..-lbs/ton 
SAND SETTLING BASIN 

Liquid manure aample from sand pit* I 4.2 

Liquid, manure sample from a&}taled I 2, 7 sand pit• 

Liquid manure 1ample •sand pit I 5.9 

Liquid manure sample from sand pit 7,0 

Avcrnuc Values 4,9 

lb1110n 

1.0 4,9 

3.2 3.8 

2.1 4.4 

*Convcrslo� factor for#/ 1000 gal to II I ton a.,suming a density of I 02 #/cf• 

Sample Ducrlptlon 

STORAGE POND 

Total 
Nltro2en Ammonia 

Nitrogen 
Organic 
Nitrogen 

lbs /1 o' gal I lbs /1 o' �al 

111!/ Ion 

1.4 

0,9 

5,5 

4.4 

3.0 

0.1467 

w�1,,��l�1�}Xj I"\i'.1�r��¥ttI}� I1:'!, . �lq�!�:1:,18:!!r�·�am�rc:�1:it�f!l��?; > :.:,:; ts.� /,{ ;:,: :':,;;,'/( ;�B! : ti",: J,','t/:l :;..:�\2c{�{:;1 ·:t. i:flf�}i
:��lt/��i?;• �t\r.:,2�:;.:; r.�'..'&ii'.\ · :\..::)i\:'.\:� .�{Ji;:;':l?·r1�{,.i::;,:;�.1-. r+;•t,iµ;;•.�\
Liquid manure iamplc from storage 
pond 

Liquid manure Sllllplo from storage 
pond 
Liquid manure sample from 1lorage 
pond 
Liquid manure sample from &lorage 
pond 
Liquid manure aamplo from atorage 
pond 

Average Values 

12.7 

9.4 

17.7 

15.6 

12.8 

13.6 

7.6 I !.8 

7 10.7 

8.3 7.3 

7.9 '4,9 

7.7 6.2 

I••�;:-;•};'.,·:-�::�•.:'<\ · •�: .. � .. ·. �.·: �- :; · �-\·.-:·.�·�.'�joa1a not used to dctcnninc avenge values 
NOTE: Latest revisions noted in blue 

I
3.8 

I
19

.8 

2.5 
. 

1.4.4

8 15 

3:9 11.l

3.7 JO.I 

4,4 14.1 

RelllAl'k.t 

Andrews, IN 46702 

l�
D,i 1>' Ma11uf� i\111IHkal 01i. Svmmuy _trvOJ 1406.W 
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Ohio Department of Agriculture 
Final Permit to Install and Draft Permit to Operate 

Final Permit to Install No. REY-0002.PI002.WOOD 

Final Permit to Operate No. REY-0002.PO002.WOOD 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ohio Department of Agriculture 
Livestock Environmental Permitting Program 
8995 East Main Street 
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068 
614-387-0470

. Qat�_o(I_S$!l� Q(P11J2Jic:: N9tice� .._29Qfi. _
Name and address of applicant: Dairy, Custar, Ohio 43511 
Name and address of facility:  Dairy, LLC, Custar, Ohio 43511. 

Public notice is hereby given that the Ohio Department of Agriculture issued Dairy, LLC a 
final Permit to InstaU. The final Permit to InstaII is for one additional freestall barn capable of 
housing mature dairy cows. The dairy is expanding from mature diary cows to a total ( 
design capacity of cows. Construction of a new manure storage pond is proposed, with a .... __ _
capacity of 6.9 million gallons. Additional storage will be provided for the separated sand laden 
manure and approximately 1. 7 million gallons of liquid volume will be added to the manure 
storage pond previously permitted. 

Public notice is hereby.given that the Ohio Department of Agriculture issued Dairy, LLC a 
final Permit to Operate for the entire farm. The final Permit to Operate regulates operations with 
plans for manure management, insect and rodent control, mortality management, and emergency 
response. This permit is valid for a five-year period, at which time the owner would be required ·to 
renew the operating permit. 

The final Permit to Install and final Permit to Operate can be appealed within 30 days to the 
_ .. _ _ _ _ Ewir.omnental.Jie.Yiew......Ap�s.--Cummissio.n,__3.Q.2.B.oJith_fm.uthB.tree.t,.Room222,.Columbu�s-,�O�h=ia�----

432 l 5. A copy of the appeal must be served on the Director bf Agriculture within three days after 
filing the appeal with Environmental Review Appeals Commission. 

- end-
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SECTION 16 
Farm Nutrient Budget 

Crop nutrient utilization- potential for land that can receive manure. 

Starting Crop Year 2005 Number of Plan Years 5 

HULL & ASSOCIATES. INC. 

TOLEDO, OHIO 

55 

1,018! 
�----- • I 

APRIL2004 
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Section 6 

Farm Nutrient Budget 
Starting Crop Year 2006 Number of Plan Years 5 

Avera e Annual Nutrient Utilization - .. , --·. 
':Crop· . Acres. . .. ·::N(ifgg§n�; ···•• \ .. ·,p2p9,.,., .- .. , ; K2O""* .. 

;Alfalfa i 303.44j · 45�516j 23,668 ! 91,032: 
-·--·----------·--··-··--· --·--·-·------------·-r------------ ·-·-·•-·---------··---r-··---·-····--·--1·· -- - · ---- -· · 

!Corn ____ 1 __ 511 .301 92,1111 32,161 '. 23,469i 
:corn silage 

·------------·-·
426:-66! 53,597 : · 29,526! · --·-- 7{578

----------- --�-------·---+---- : -------·---··---·----- ---- -- . 

/"�:;
an ·-------------·---------·�-------- ���:��! .. ___ !��:���/--· __ ��:��}!-· ___ -��:��.:-: 

· 1 , , ·. _·. Acres . . -i,:; ·:N.ifrogep� < �r . P2os- V ... 'K2p:tt:: . • ,· I 
•All Crops : 2 , 177.401 _ 315,828 ! ---··--·---�-��.��8! ....... -��2,299 ;

'All Crops 

: Solid Manure 

. ··._ Per Acre 

, , al i 210,328' 
---·-···---·---'-'"-•·-'-··-· ···--·- ' 

13, 140!Ton ___ ,___ _ ---�!,3�_-4_; ______ 

···1<20r>···

,415i 31 2 ,171: 
,420T- ----- 48,618 : 

----- ·--•--·· · --- · •··· · ~ ··•·· · ·· -• · ·· 

'AJI_M_a_n_u_re ________________ . ___ : ____ 257,632i 
r· ·,:.·--:· 

, ·. ·��-� -.·--,.,, ,,-,,, ····I AvaiL w····. , -.. •· _.· .· P205 > 'ff;,'/:: 1:<gp-• :{(, !
/Nu.trient B��-n� (Su':pJi�«:i_�t_Manur� -Crop Needs) i -58

_, 
196, _______ �_3_,1�� _____ 1_1�

'.
490

P2d5 1 ····. 
i Nutrient Balance If No Manure On Legumes I 96,037 i 65,807, 

K20 · 1 
260,256 

-----�-----·------------..--·-�·--·----,-

!Average Ac,res Needed To Utilize Available Manure P205 At Crop Removal
·

2,409 :

,. ... ·�- .. , ----�-�-- , ' ... 

!Additional Acres Needed To Apply Manure At P205 Crop Removal

·------ ·------- ·------- ---- ··- -----····•--·-� ·-• 

i 231 ; 
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FORM 3900-GEN-001, PART 12: GENERAL INFORMATION (May 11, 2006)

ANIMAL CAPACITY --

NOTE: Maximum Design capacity means the total number of stalls al numbers of animal 
confinement capacity. Maximum Design capadty refers to buildings ximum r>Pc:ian rr1oacitv does 
NOT ref�r to the Total Storag� VQlumg of m;;mure. 

Minimum Population 
Animal Tvoe CAFF/MCAFF 

CATfLE 
. 

• SJauqhter and Feeder 1,000/10,000 
• Mature Cow (Milked/Orv) 700/7,000 
• Veal 1,000/10,000 

SWINE 
• Over 55 Pounds 2,500/25,000 
• Under 55 Pounds 10,000/100,000 

HORSE 
• Horses 500/5,000 

SHEEP 
• Sheep or Lamb 10,000/100,000 

TURKEYS 

Turkey 55,000/550 000 r �.-::, 
CHICKENS -----="" /:r\\C:ff CJLJ" 

• Lavfnq Hen or BroileE--. e;::::;; V ...-nl�� 111h�1820,000
• Pullets ?c:0 D 125,000/L2i50,ooo.,J 

.DUCKS /?Z'\ !'(1 ) ,.,,.Fl ._c.;.- [:;..I 

• Ducks ro1C-fr/c :::i�,uu0/350,QOQ-.,,, M 
-OTHER CB--,1'-' �� lcPU 

�I �·\Ir LJ

Fn )Ir� 
� 

� 

TOTAL ANIMAL CAPACITY 
Add all numbers in Column 1 for Existing Total 
Add all numbers in Column 2 for Design Total 

PAYMENT REQUIRED 

Existin ; z: 0. lmlation
(Leave ,, , ,.. if new} 

\. / 

,,..-.., 6 

�ri t: n )( V _} £:. 
T/' i J I J-

-·,- __, 

-

� 171 1 <;; 
�,,,,--A ·)�fVJ � 

IJ � �( 

- r-""Afi f I I J C 
;!!!! I f::< t.JV w .._. 
::-;Jl.-' 

I 

Existing Total 

Maximum Design 
Caoacitv 

"') 
l;...i 

t?; 

� 
;::'.'./ 

Final Total 

Remittance of the applicable fee is enclosed payable to: Ohio Department of Agriculture 
Payment by check or money order only: 

·--✓ 4 

Payment Method: □Money.Order �Check Number: 

Amount: $IT], l2lolol. lolol 

Ohio Department of Agriculture 
Livestock Environmental Pennitting 

General Information (3900-GEN-001) 
Page 11 of 11 

I 
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Section 5 

SECTION 5
Farm Nutrient Budget 

Starting Crop Year 2006 · Number of Plan Years 5 

Com 
Com silage 
Soybean 
Wheat 

- . 

"""' 

419.30 62,895 
426.54 79,493 
773.28 149,831 
517.60 77,640 
247.58 20,892 

Nutrient Balance If No Manure On Legumes 

� - .. -

Average Acres Needed To Ublize Available Manure P2O6 At CroP, Removal 

-. . . 

Average Acres Needed To Utilize Available Manure N At Crop Need (All Crops) 

•" 

31,998 123,070 
27,248 19,884 
71,451 173,215 
20,741 36,297 
11,650 6,842 

!Average Acres Needed To Utilize Available Manure N At Crop Need (Non-Legumes) 1,709 

• Based on recommended nitrogen for the planned non-legumes and 150 lbs/ac/yr of nitrogen for the
planned legumes.

.... Based on crop removal rates. 
u• Based on maximum nitrogen available the first year after application. 

HULL & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
TOLEDO, OHIO 

5-1 MARCH2006 
VHD035.100.0018.OOC 
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SECTION 5 

Farm Nutrient Budget 
A. Crop nutrient utilization potential for land that can receive manure.

Starting Crop Year2008 Number of Plan Years 5 
I .. L:�:. . .·\Crop-.:::_·::-.. ';:'' ·. ·I'. :Ac� '\\tJ: Nitroge-t".,c.,.,.f��

..;
��-.'dC.. '��/,</' q

· Alfalfa 352.30 52,845 26,772 102,970 · 
. ·-
Com 
<:om si!c:ge 
Soybean 
. --- - . -

Wheat 

. All Crops 

297.24 
587.12 
341.24 
187.40 

···- --· - - ·---··---·

54,079 
114,928 

51,186 
.. 

15,807 
·-- · ··--·· 

18,681 
54,250 
15,873 

8,816 
.. ··•·- .. 

All Crops 70 
.. . , -- --- .. --- .. - - . -

Total Manure Quan · and Total Estimated Nutrien 

13,632' 
131,515 

27,778 
5,178 

159 

:;/) :f
'.

,}:K2qr;::·.c:·: 
. Liquid Manure 

.. -••·•-·-
Solid Manure 

90,719 44,528 

384,762 
3,492 

107,181 

237,929· 

1·:;:;{)::::.'�'::3;:}�;•j:J;�r•.,··�·:�i;;�v':;��:1§_:�:;:·18:7::·�::1�':;}/3��:ff��-'�-:;·:,;.:-;:·;::r;�::h&:;�?j,:-J.':MitJ.%::.�?:::-r�.d-:�:�:i:Aci'e#��-; :'I 
Average Acres Needed To Utilize Available Manure P205 At Crop Removal · 1,792 

I�:'·•_:.:;_..,.,:,:_;:: .• •-. : .•. •:;'_-·,:,,�< ::.:::;·;;·_J-jy:/_v.�'ff ·;,�:::�o' , · .. ·_ · '.- ':' -:�:�::::'·,:'.;:::\:::t 0}Z·\:,�.,:'F;;'·:·,·,,,_/:·!,,:-: ·· j-{,-- Ac�,:/::�:- l
-�_dditio�al Ac;r��- �-eed� !<:> �ppl� �'!� �� ��O?_ �roP. �e110v_� _ _ _ _ 27 

b --:'·. <,'-.�•-:·"'. - _;!';·. :'::/"': :\:;::' ·:: ,,_;•}/.}_�,· :::::/::,:f'.:::_'•,?,�":\:�\;' ,':�:>)< :(::.,�-�::\:��.-;'. :_.> •. · -:,·:::j;;::�·,!>Acres?>�·-s1
Average Acres Needed To Utilize Available Manure N At Crop Need (All Crops) 1,684

- . . - - . . . � . . - . . . -··- . .. . . . . . ... 

I.··... , : : .... :- .... >.'· '. .;, _: :,�·-·,·r�:-:�::::.,,��---,". ;\:.�}'··.: <-< ' .. :.<. : .·•. ;<:: :::,. ?:<•:.;: _; ,:�:?/: !:�,.(j:; ,: . Ac��/;·'.·-·"
Average Acres Needed To Utilize.Available Manure N At Crop Need (Non-Legumes) 1,598: 
*Based on recommended -nitrogen for.the planned. non-legumes and 150 lbsiac/yr of nitrogen for the
planned legumes.

""* Based on crop removal rates. 
,.,... Based on maximum nitrogen available the first year after application. 

Nutrient values for manure do not include any reductions for Anaerobic Treatment . 

Green Dairy, LLC MMP 
Revised 8-29-08 
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[pArE: 07/l 8/2011 I: IO Pl'v1] 

Appendix to rules 901:10-2-04 and 901:10-2-10: Dailv manure production and eh:iractcristics. as-C\(Tctcd (per head per 
d;n·} 

Values are as:produced estimations and �, -ido not reflect any treatment. l ::;e tlJe.sc 1 ;dues onh for rl:rnnirw purpos�'"· Values do 

not include bedding. The actual characteristics of manure can vary .:.±30% fi-om table values_shc_lt)_g(]J_t;!ic:,. dil'lan nptions and 
1 :iriatit)ns in lceu nutrient concentration. animal pcrf<irr11anee. and indi1 idual fim11 m:ma!.!l'HKnt. Increase solids and nutrients by 
4% for each l % feed wasted above 5%. 

Total -\.h:;•.,i•','·H> Manure-' 

Animal Sire\ {)u,_-.:Ht�{� Water!: 
(lbs) Volume and/or Wdght of Manure % 

(lb/day) (ft'/day) (gal/day) 
Dairy Cattle 

150 12!3 !LIBn,;w 1.38-L:;--:. 88 
Calf 

250 1(l-!+ o.,_LLl,� 1.3]l271 88 

750 --J5(iS 0.70UJ 5.217.:, 88 
Heifer 

l.000 /iO 0.93 (,.<JS 88 

Lactating 1,000 l l l-i+;;.; l. 7<)�-c-" 13 .36..j-};.+ 88 

COW 1,400 155�-i-½ 2.527-+ rn. 10�..-;;; 88 

1,000 5JKJ !).82� M� 88 

Dry cow 1,400 71115 l.15U?2 8.W.f.;_+1 88 

l.700 87 I l(l !0.15 88 

Veal 250 {i.()'..) O.l !LI+-! 0.79-h+ 96 

Beef Cattle 

Calf 450 JJ{:?:;+ 0.764�.;'. 5.6(r}-�� 92 

(cn11lincmu1t) (,�(/ (J<) 1.m 8.18 92 

Finishin·' 750 37fd 0.5')-f-c-(J ::L::Hl-70 92 

' . ·L/ 1,100 5.4'(!;} 0.86-1-c-4 6.-U,.J+/1 92 

.:;' .'-(.) � {-½��7- 4,:� G..;1-
i -�igH-<_�, }�'\ t=':� 

q;} ��o ·4'-.-::?-fJ !J ___ 5 9? 
Cow 

1,000 92{�( l..J(>-1.+Ji.J I0.9J.J7j. 88 Lconfa1<.'.m�n1) 
Swine 

25 l.9.�.:' ()_().,;J.p . .l 0.2_1.(.L]. 89 
Nursery 

.JO :UJ 0.05 0.37 8') 

150 7.+<+;[,. Q.12� 0.89W 89 

l.l:ill 8.9 iU:± .L-°7 !tt
JiJni�hin'...!. 22{2 J0.9 QJJi I • .°.J 89 {.;:.�: _:-• c,-4�; :� �,__h 

260 12.8 0.21 l.55 89 

)(J() 14.8 0.2-t l.79 89 
:,om�;�" {,.�-;_3 iU.UW--2 ().824µ 91 

Gestating .JOO 2.J_ 0. 15 lJQ 'LL 

500 ll.4 0.18 137 'LL 

375 17 _5,2:1-;?c 0.28J+�ft 2.08�..:;. 90 

Lactating 500 :2JA 0.37 2.78 90 

600 28.l 0.45 � ~, 90 �

Boaf 
30m0-ll 6.2+dc iWX-4-.2 0.7W+) 91 

.HJ() 8.2 :.1.-n 0.99 91 

Total Volatile 
Density-S Solids1 SoJidg!'. 

(lb/ff) (lb/day) (lb/day) 

65 1.4 1.2 

65 2.+:i7; ;i,.n-1�9 

65 /,.7(,.'c! 5.75)1 
65 8.9 7.6 

62 14.3-!.f+.+J 12.li8
62 20.0.J.-1.+) 17.0-P-,'+ 
62 1,59.;5. 5.58:-� 
62 2.J_lctccC 7.7+k1 

.01 .llJ!. <).3 
62 0.26(.L::..} 0.114-cl.J. 

63 3.Xl�W 3.2010·:g
63 5.51 4.63 

(}3(-tJ 2.97-3-g 2.-12":'.2 

631'2 -i.15�4;"? 3_55J.Ji) 

4-Jc -1-cd 0� 

{��? {��-:.:- ,-

63 .L!.JF.,.;;� 9.38{+�-U;..J 

62 0.2!(-ld.:7. 0.171.JcJ.:!. 
62 0.33 0.27 
62 0.82+:4 0.654:90 
62 0.98 0.78 
62 1.20 0.96 
62 l.4! l.13
62 1.63 uo 

62 0.614#.l 0.524,gl 
(,2 0.82 0.70 
62 1.02 0.87 
63 1.75,;'� 1.582--:lli 
63 2.3-+ 2.11 
63 2.81 2.53 
62 0.57{h(,fc,. 0.51lh2-9 
62 0.75 0.67 

BODg 

(lb/day) 

0.1')_020 
0 .. , IO,'-c1 
ON>UI 

0.92 
I Ji7•H➔Y 
2.J41--+-l-
0.75-1-dO 
l .Olk7Jj

1)7
0.0·1� 

I .O<ii+_�g 

l .5-1-

0 .1,0-l-i-!ci 

o.wn0n

�.�} 

-!7�{-) 

2. O+h-14

0.06/J� 

0.10 
0.23�?.µ 

0.28 
0.34 
0.41 
0 . ./7 

0.211-id�'-

0.28 
0.35 

0.58� 
0.78 
0.93 

0.20� 
0.26 

Nutrient Content 

(lb/day) 
<Nr1- (P20sf 

0.0<J(JJ):', 0.01' 
0 I l J.)c-0'.s- 0.02' 

0.23 0.08'H-.1'2 
(UO O. IO'

0.714,.Sg 0 .. �7'\J�'+) 

I.OIP,;;.} 0.52'4+1
0.3QiPi, 0.11' 

()_.42{i,.:,L, 0.15'0,?(l 
0.51 0.18' 

().I).'\ 4-o "-+ 0.02!L({.], 

0.20.ic-1-t 0.0')ihliJ 

0.29 0.1., 

!LD4c-l-!- tl.08_�-f 
0.../0!+_.{,.� O.l�\U-!-

4:-----,"' t4-l-

i ! -.� f!�J, 

0.35(P,+ (}.18�1+::t 

0.02 0.01 

().0., (J.01 
0.094-. .(.);� 0.034.iJc'-

0.10 0.04 
0.13 0.05 
0.15 0.05 
0.17 0.0() 

0.05 o.oJiµq

0.06 0.04 
0.08 (l.05 

0.174-cJ.+; 0.1 l� 
0.22 0.15 
0.27 0.18 

O.O+b¼ic"- 0.034.+J..� 
0.06 (l.05 

p;,;;J lj� /' �J,)) '/ !)F, ;":.; 

(K20) 

0.051)(.J.+ 

0.0lJ/.L/.)."I 

0 230 2]. 

O.Jl
0.-tOci;:.+ 
0.57l+-+J 

U.2-li+.�

<U30.-W 

!)..JO 
()_()5

d
lic-£.li1 

!l.16i-+,'-

0.2.'l 

il.l7l+c�-5-
0.251-P(, 

w�� 

!L�;J 

0.29�, 

0.01 

0.02 

0.04 

0.05 
0.06 
0.08 
O.O'J 

0.04 

0.05 
0.06 

0.134'--H 
0.18 
0.2! 

0.IJ3yc-(�J.
0.05

< 
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RESPONSE: 
a.) The phosphorus content of the manure is based on an average of samples taken from five 

similar dairies as shown on the sheet titled ' Dairy Manure Analytical Data 
Summary" in the MMP in the final PTO for Dairy in the Certified Record p. 7-
175. This sample is taken from a common pond where the manure is a mixture of
lactating and non-lactating cows. Sand solids were determined to have a P2O5 content of
2.2 #/ton and the liquid was determined to have a P2O5 content of 4.4 #/1000 gal.

b.) See the sheet titled '' Dairy Manure Analytical Data Summary" in the MMP in the 
final PTO.for Dairy in the Certified Record p. 7-175. 

3. With respect to Appellee Director's response to #22, produce all documentation for and the
complete list of names of the "entities" identified by the Applicant and contacted by Gary
Zwolinski.

RESPONSE: 
As stated in the Director's response to the Appellants' First Set of Interrogatories and Request 
for Production of Documents# 22, there are no responsive documents in the Director's legal 
custody, control, or possession. 

The "entities" are as follows:

4. With respect to Appellee Director's response to #25:
a) Explain the ODA's interpretation of "target crop yields based on actual yields" as required by
the OAC,
b) Explain whether ODA employees reviewed the FSA Reports used in this Permit to verify the
yields.
c) If not, explain how the ODA verified the unrealistic yields in this MMP.
d) We did not find any documentation of yields in the Certified Record as stated in this response.
State the specific number(s) of the document(s) in the Certified Record.

RESPONSE: 
a.) The Director specifically objects to this interrogatory as vague and overly broad. 

Appellants have not identified the section in the OAC they refer to in the interrogatory. 

Without waiving this objection and in the interest of cooperation the Director responds as 
follows: "actual yields" can be a county average or a farm average. "Target crop yields" c 
are a potential yield that is desired. The actual nutrient management will be adjusted 
based on actual yields as the plan progresses. 

b.) The Director specifically objects to this interrogatory as not relevant to the subject matter 
involved in the pending action and as asked and answered in the Director's response to 

6 
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(b)(6)
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(b)(6)
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Section 6 

lahhed Crop Yields 

Corn 
So beans 45 bu/ac 50 bu/ac 

Wheat 75 bu/ac 

24 tons/ac 25 tons/ac 25 tons/ac 26 tons/ac 

litrogen and Phosphorus Risk Assessment 

-= ·= .. :� �-:-=-=-:----�t , ,=-.f.!r �,,,�,J�= ��eta�g*��-��ge-'imim•:fiit� 
36 A Very High jHig 
36 B Very High. Hig 
36 C Very High Hig\ 
25 A High 
25 B High 

1 35 A Medium 
34 A Medium 
23 A Medium 
23 B Medium 
34 D Medium 

Higl 
Hig! 
Higl 
Higl 
Higl 
Higl 
Higf 

(J L d;:.,/ Jt--,. 
I

¥ W' I /L,,u, 

'f ''c (ds· ? jll.) 

0np 
�---- /,Jl-'!-20 A Medium Hig� 
20 B Medium 
29 A Medium 

----·-·· --· 29 B Medium 

�,,,... o,..,,,....o/ a��

Hig� 
Higii ""'ti r �ti ac,;l:h 5.::-e-

6/2rn.-.l fak h Hig�-� 11� 
34 E 
33 B 
34 C 

21 A 
24 A 
24 

. . B 
33 A 

22 A 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

· Medium
Medium 
Medium 

Hig� 71--r 
High 
High 1
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

lie � liS k< ;;!-Az

' 

122 
----·-·- --· ----•-- -----�.----

B Medium High 

t34 
·-----

B Medium High
j33 ·------

,

-----"--�edium __ High / _ 
!14 ______ ___ ____ __ A_____ �redium _____ ,Hjgh _________ ' _____
i 14 B Medium High 
1--..s.----------------- ______ ... __ - ·--�--------�----

i 32 A , Medium . High · 
,_ ·- - ------- --·---i -·· --·-··-·---
(32 18 ;Medium iHigh 
. ··--· --- - . ---·--• ! ___ ,, . ------!---------- �------·· ·-- ·-----.. : 
119 iA 1Medium jHigh ! 
·----- --�-------· ' ·--··· _ _.. ___ ·'-------- . ----------! 

ILL & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
,LEDO, OHIO 

6-2 JANUARY 2005 (REVISED MAY AND JUNE 2005) 
VHD00B.100.0043.DOC 



Ag Page 1 

.. 
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AGRICUtTURAL & NATURAL RESOURCES 

PROGRAM 
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County Home Page 

Wood County Ag 

Update Newsletter 

Soybean Rust 

Information 

Ag !ncubator 

Weekly Columns 

Ag Related Link$ 

We�kly_Grop_ R�pQf1 

---

SUSTAINABLE FARMING 

2007 Summer Fmm Tours and_Workshop 

Q_ownloadable PDF Click Here 

All About Agriculture in Wood County 

2006 

Number of Farms - 1,040 
Average Farm Size - 292 Acres 

Total Land in Farms - 304,000 Acres 
Commercial Grain Storage Capacity -13,610,000 Bushels 

Uves.!9!..� Number 8�k_1:l__y !-l- .�-.Bc.111k 
Sa_l!t� 

All Cattle & 5500 - 76 
Calves 

I MRkCows H 1100 R - I 53 
All Hogs & Pigs - - -

All Sheep& - - -
Lambs 

2006 Crops Acres Yield Production Rank 
Harvested 

Com for 
I 

85,000 
! 

157.40 

� 
13,382,100 

II 
6 

Grain, Bu. 
Soybeans, 136,700 46 I 6,157,100 

Bu. 
Wheat, Bu. 57,300 72.3 4,141,000 1 

All Hay, Ton 6300 3.98 21,100 65 
Tomatoes, 730 21.69 15,760 4 

Ton 

Wood County Crop Yields (bu/acre) 

YEAR CORN SOYBEANS WHEAT 
1997 

:
145.9 45.9 70.3 

1998 156.7 49.2 67.1 

1999 142.7 40.4 74.2 
2000 141.0 39.7 79.1 

2001 119.0 30.0 73.3 

I 2002 I 90.3 34.5 68.8 

I 2003 I 180,3 40.1 76.1 

I 

ALAN SUNOERMEIER 

EXTENSION EDUCATO 

CRAIG EVERETT 

PROGRAM ASSISTAN1 

HORTICULTURE 

CHERYL YOUNG 

NATURAL RESOURCEE 

OFFICE ASSISTANT 



Ag 

I 2004 II 164.1 II 46.4 II 72.4 

2005 II 171.8 n 46.1 II 78.1 I 
2006 II 157.4 II 45 ll 72.3 I 

10 Yr. Av9. ll 146.92 11 41.73 JI 73.17 .( 
ALL ABOUT AG IN WOOD COUNTY 

SPECIAL EVENTS 0..,,_

2007 FARM FOCUS FIELD DAY 

PESTICIDE RECORDKEEPING 
� 

Qo_wnloa�abl_e F'eglcJde. $P.@Y..R.ec:grd�.Rf.f!bE 

Downloadable Pesticide Field Scoutlngftecords 

Do\1111loa9able !:JCcel PestlcJde Spray.Record S!lee� 

CONNECTIONS TO OSU NEWSLETTERS .. 

The following are some agricultural and natural resource 
newsletters you may find helpful. When you are on-line, just point 

and click on the newsletter you want to visit 

C.O,R.N,..Cr<>p .Obs.ery;rtio11.a(ld. �ec.ommel]<!atio.o.N.efy.rol'.!l{Publlshed weekly)

Y.eg.t:Jet {published weekly during the 5e<JSOn) 

Buckeye.Xard& Gar5'�.Ne.ws)mtla!J" {published weekly during the season) 

OhiCLGraJ!e N8W$letter (published monthly) 

Ohio Fruit ICM.N�r (pubilshed weekly during season) 

Ohio Beef Cattle Newsletter {published monthly) 

Ohio Beef Cattle Newsletter Archives 

Bu�k�ye_D�ily_N_e�(publlshed bl-monthly) 

1,.�E!Stoc.k QµJf()ok_ {published monthly) 

Meat_G0-at.!"fe.wsJettEff (pubfished quarterly) 

G:!:a!rr_�ai:.wtj!!g Qtrt19.0J�Ji .. ewl.e!ter. (published monthly) 

httn•//woon 0�11 Prlnfoa/�a html 

Page2 
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' ': Pl...8.bJ NED CROP .FIELD lb 

2007 2008 2009 2010 ·2011
33 Corn Soybeans Nheat ComSilaqe Soybeans 
34 Com Soybeans n Silage Soybeans Corn Silaqe 
35 Corn Soybeans Nheat Corn Silage Soybeans 

Planned Cr op Yields 

Yield Goal .. Yield !'.:foal Yield Goal Crop 
(Fields· 1-13) 

· 'yi
�

)al
(Field 14-29) (Fields 30-31) ·· (Fields 32-35)

20 
6 

29 

Com 
Soybeans 

Wheat 

Alfalfa 
Popcorn 

Corn Silage 

- 210 (bu/ac) 
45 (bu/ac) 65 (bu/ac) 
80 (bu/ac) 100 (bu/ac) 
6 (tons/ac) 6 (tons/ac) 

- 5,000 (lb/ac) 
24 (tons/ac) 25 (tons/ac) 

35 A :Medium iHigh ·-·--3--4··- A [Medium . !High . 
. 25 : B /Medium )High _ 

,_ .�1 ...... ___ Q _____ ;Medium · ____ !High _____ · _ 
9 ____ P., ______ ;Medium !High ; 

� ____ . ____ --�-- __ 'f'lt1edi�n,_ ______ _!High ____ 
3 _____ ·-A _____ - '���!��- . __ ... /High __ _ 

23 _ B :Medium High 
---· -•-"· ·--- -�----··-----· -----·-�-- -- - ' -�-·----.•-· 

34 ' E !Medium __ . __ !':i!9!1._ .......,
13 C Medium High . 

----13-- · E iMedium !High ·---;
____ 23 --��----· A_�---- TMedium ____ iHigh _ . ; 

31 , E Medium 1High . 
. -•----·---·----�---·- ----- . -•--1'-� ··---- ---

__ :M�ec:l_!�m __________ ;High _______ _ 
---����iu� _____ iHigh ______ : 

3 C Medium High 
. - 32 _________ '§___ !��diu_� ______ _lHigh ___ : 

32 D /Medium /High 
' . 25 A ;Medium ;High . 

6 A ;Medium :High 
. -- . - · : • • -· ·--- . .  

31 C 1Medium iHigh 
.... 31 . - D . 1Medium. High 
Rev 4-20-06 NPE 
Naomi Dairy MMP 
North Point Engineering 

190 (bu/ac) -
50 (bu/ac) 45 (bu/ac) 
70 (bu/ac) 75 (bu/ac) 

- -

- -
25 (tons/ac) 25 (tons/ac) 
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Home• News• Environment Health & Safety• EPA Proposing Rule lo Require iWlnal Feeding Operations to Provide Data 

EPA Proposing Rule to Require Animal Feeding Operations to Provide Data 

Wednesday, October 19, 2011 
from Daily Environment Report "' 

By Unda Roeder 

The Environmental Protedlon Agency released a proposed rule Oct. 18 that would require animal feeding operations lo submit a range of data to regulators. indu<fJOg infonnation on 
the number and type of animals on site and the number of acres available for land application of manure. 

EPA said the proposed rule would lmprOve its ability lo ensure that concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs) are complying with the Clean Water Act under the National 
Pollutant Ofseharge EUmloatlon System permit program. The agency plans to issue a final rule by July 2012. 

The proposal contains a detailed table setting thresholds for large, medium, and small CAFOs for cattle, swine, horses, sheep, chickens, and other liveslod<. An animal feedlot Is 
considered a CAFO if ii falls Into the large or medium categories. 

EPA agreed to Issue the infonnatlon colledioo rule as part of a settlement agreement reached In May 2010 that resolved a lawsuit filed by environmental groups. 

The agreement was reached with the National Resources Defense Council, Waterkeeper AJliance, and Sierra Club, which objected to a 2008 EPA final rule (NROC v. EPA. 5th Cir .• 
No. 08-61093. settlement reached 5/161'10; 101 DEN A-10, 5127/10). 

Two Reporting Options 

The proposal contains two options regarding which facilities would have to provide lnformatloo to EPA. One would requlr8 every CAFO to report information to EPA unless a state with 
an authotized NPDES program voluntarily chooses to coRect the infonnatloo. The secood option would require CAFOs in watersheds with water quafity concerns associated with 
CAFOs to report infonnalion <firedty lo EPA 

Required infoonallon would lodode facility oontact. location, whelher the faclity has NPDES penTil coverage, the number and type of animals, and the number of aaes avaHeble fo� 
land application of manure. Both options would apply lo unpennitled and permitted CAFOs. 

"--EPA eslimales that a CAFO will need one hour to collect and submit the required Jnfonnat!on. Based on an esllmaled 20,000 CAFOs in the United States (both pemitted and 
unpermitted). Iha collecllve reporting burden would be about $200,000, the agency said. 

EPA also said It is seelcing comnent on altemallve approaches for gatheling the Jnfonnatlon, including the use of existing data sources, the use of aJtematiYe mechanisms for 
promoting environmental stewardship and oompllance, and the use of stste reporting. 

Tightened Oversight 

Under the setllemenl. EPA agreed lo lighlen overslght of animal feedlols where releases of baclerla, viruses, and parasites from animal waste can pollute nearby waterways. 
According to EPA. CAFOs are a significant SOUJCe of nubient pollution and pathogens In U.S. waters. 

The 2008 revised rule required NPDES permits only from CAFOs that clischa{ge or propose to discharge polltJ!ants. The 2008 revisions allow CAFO _,. and operators to 
detennlne case-by-case whether or not permit coverage Is required for their faCilllles. The rule f8\lised NPDES pemlit regulalion and effluent limitaliOns guidelines for CAFOs (73 Fed. 
Reg. 70,◄18). 

In its 2008 final rule. EPA said it revised its 2003 regulations to ad(fress a 2005 decision by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Se,cocld Circuit in Waterl<eeper Alliance v. EPA (399 F.3d 
486 (2005)). The court <lrected EPA lo require nuttient management plans from CAFOs that apply for an NPOES � and to allow these plans lo be � by permitting 
aU1honlles and the pubfic. The court also onlered EPA to eliminate the requirement that al CAFOs apply for an NPDES pemli\. 

Five-Year Updates 

Under the settlement. EPA agreed to propose wllh!n one year a rule lo require au concentrated animal feeding operations to submit details to the agency about their operations and to 
update the infoonatlon--, five yea,s (55 DEN A-9, 3/22/11). 

Environmental groups said lhe 2008 rule would elfectlwly exempt thousands offac!O<y farms from taking steps lo minimize water polkdlon from the animal waste they generate. 

Alexandra Dunn. executive director of the Association of Clean Water Adltmstrators, told BNA in an e-mal that states have been ·oueran supportive" of invento,ylng CAFO facilities, 
but they haw had some concerns about who would be responsible fi:>r collecfing the Information. Doon said she has asked ACWA mernbets for Immediate feedbaclc and said the 
association will comment on the proposal. 

· comments on the proposed rule will be � 60 days afler it is published in the Federal Register. 

http://www.bnacom/epa-proposing-rule-nl288490194? I
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• Manure incorporation/injection-Rapidly incorporating manure
into the soil after spreading by plowing or disking-or injecting
manure liquids or slurries directly into the soil-reduces odor,
ammonia emissions, and the potential for runoff to surface waters.
However, incorporation/injection may also increase the risk of
nitrogen leaching to ground water.

• Comprehensive nutrient management-Nutrient management
matches the combined nutrient applications from manure and
commercial nutrient sources to crop needs so that as few nutrients
as possible are lost to the environment.

An important characteristic of most of these practices is that in reducing 
one type of emission, they may. increase another type of emission. Such 
interactions can have an important bearing on the design of policies for 
protecting environmental quality. 

Policy Responses 

Federal, State, and local governments have responded to the 
environmental problems posed by animal operations through a variety of 
regulations and conservation programs (see AREI Chapter 5.7). The 
Environmental Protection Agency introduced new Clean Water Act 
regulations in 2003 for controlling runoff of manure nutrients from the 
largest animal feeding operations. Concentrated animal feeding 
operations (CAFOs, defined as those operations requiring a pollution 
discharge permit) develop and implement a nutrient management plan 
that bases nutrient applications on agronomic rates. I his prov1s1on 
requires CAFUs to spread their manure over a mucli larger land base 
than they are currently using, and most will need to move their manure 
off farm. livestock and poultry farms' annual net income could decline by 
more than $1 billion (3.2 percent) if crop producers are reluctant to use 
manure as a nutrient source (Ribaudo et al., 2003). 

USDA is using voluntary approaches such as education and financial 
incentives to encourage improved manure handling practices on all AFOs. 
Sixty percent of Environmental Quality Incentive Program (see AREI 
Chapter 5.4) funds are earmarked to environmental concerns on animal 
operations. 

Many States have enacted regulations that address. environmental issues 
associated with Animal Feeding Operations (AFOs), incluping some not 
addressed at the Federal level. Some States had manure land application 
requirements in place prior to EPA's 2003 regulations, with coverage 
often extended to smaller AFOs. Odor is a persistent local issue, and 
many States are using setback requirements to separate animal 
operations from i:-esidential areas .. Ammonia emissions from large animal 
feeding operations have prompteq California to enact regulations in the 
San Joaquin Valley to protect heavily populated areas downwind. 

Endnotes 

1
u.s. EPA 's assessment relies on State self-reporting, which is

incomplete and inconsistent between States (U.S. GAO, 2000). The Clean 
Water Act required that such a report be submitted to Congress every 2 
years. 

<---= 
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901:10-2-13 Contents of manure management plan: soil 
characterization. 

The manure management plan shall contain information on the soil of the land application areas. Soil sam� 
shall be analyzed to plan for nutrient utilization at recommended agronomic rates and to minimize nutr� 
runoff to waters of the state. Soil shall be sampled and analyzed by utilizing the following procedures: 

(A) At a minimum, soil samples shall be taken to a uniform depth of eight inches and the fertility analysis shall
include: pH, phosphorus, potassium, calcium, magnesium and cation exchange capacity.

(B) Soil fertility analysis shall be conducted in accordance with Publication 221, "Recommended Chemical Soil
Test Procedures for the North Central Region; Published by the North Central Regional Co.mmittee on Soil
Testing and Plant Analysis (NCR-13), North Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station."

(C) Soil samples shall be representative of a land application site with one composite soil sample representing
no more than twenty-five acres or one composite soil sample for each land application site, whichever is less.

(D) The manure management plan shall specify the soil sampling frequency in accordance with the following
requirements:

(1) A site that receives manure shall be soil tested, at a minimum, once every three years and

(2) If any land application site is used by the owner or operator the land application site shall be sampled at
least six months following application.

(E) Results of the soil sampling events in paragraphs (A) to (D) of this rule shall be recorded in the operating
record in accordance with rule 901: 10-2-16 of the Administrative Code and shall include the location of the soil
sample collection site, the depth of the sample collected and the analysis.

(F) In developing appropriate manure application rates for land application methods in accordance with rule
901:10-2-14 of the Administrative Code, the owner or operator shall use the Bray Pl soil test level or
equivalent appropriate phosphorus soil test,(Mehlich III, Olsen, phosphorus retention test), or other test
methods approved by the director. The owner or operator shall choose a phosphorus soil test method and
identify the selected method in the manure management plan.

Effective: 01/23/2009 
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Table 5 - Current critical soil test phosphorus levels for corn, soybean, wheat and alfalfa. 

(OSU Extension Bulletin E-2567} 

Corn 15 (30) 
Soybean 15 (30) 
Wheat 25 (50) 
Alfalfa 25 (50) 

Ohio fertilizer recommendations are based upon a build-up, maintenance, drawdown concept. Soils with soil 
test phosphorus levels below the critical, receive recommendations designed to increase the soil test to the 
critical level within .four years. Soils with soil test phosphorus levels at or slightly above (plus 15 ppm or 30 pounds 
per acre), receive a r.ecommendation designed to replace crop removal so as to maintain current soil test levels. 
Soils with soil test phosphorus levels well above the critical(> 15 ppm or 30 pounds per acre), receive 
recommendations that decrease the recommended phosphorus rate to reduce soil test levels. Soil with soil test 
levels well above th� �r!ti�al (�-��- �-r_i::i-�_�Jgg_��!:"<L�-pe!:_��!�_f()t_corn�nd soybeans), receive a phosphorus

Crecommendation of zero. 

Many land grant universities do not utilize the builc:1-up, maintenance, and drawdown approach to phosphorus 
recommendations. However, due to spatial variability in soil test phosphorus, the Tri-Sta�e continues to endorse 
the build-up, maintenance, and drawdown approach. Fields that have soil test levels near or just slightly above 
the current critical level are likely to have areas of the field where soil test P is below the critical. In order to 
ensure that these areas are as productive as possible, the field still receives a phosphorus recommendation. 
Current Tri-State phosphorus recommendations for corn and soybeans are present in Tables 6 and 7. 

Table 6 - Current Tri-State phosphorus recommendations for corn. 

(OSU Extension Bulletin E-2567) 

5 (10) 85 95 100 110 115 
10 (20) 60 70 75 85 90 

15-30 (30-60) 35 45 so 60 65 
35 (70) 20 20 25 30 35 
40 (80) 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 7 - Current Tri-State phosphorus recommendations for soybeans. 

(OSU Extension Bulletin E-2567) 

5 (10) 75 80 90 100 105 
10 (20) 50 55 65 75 80 

15-30 (30-60) 25 30 40 50 55 
35 (70) 10 15 25 25 30 
40(80) 0 0 0 0 0 

45 
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Crops 

·.evisit··SOil>fertility:•••·•Put
·. g 11ic 11 tr·ents·to •ork

Question: 
What's new in manure 
management? 

Kevin Elder: Years ago, while I was 
working for. the Fairfield Soil and 
Water Conservation District; the Soil 
Conservation Service technician wisely 
told me, "H you don't llke the way things 
are going, just wait awhile and they WI1l 
complete the circle and be back to the 
way it ·was." 

Today we are relearning how to use 
' manure, compost, _biosolids and other 

organic nutrients to replace commercial 
· fertilizers that have been used exten-

- · sively for the past 50 years.

·.Question:
-·Do larger operations offer new

· -- opportunities?

Eder: - Many livestock farms, as they
become Jarger, generate more nutrients

·· than they can utilize on their own crop
-- ·grouml More and more of those facili­

ties are working with neighboring crop 
. . farms OT manure brokers and custom 

. applicators to make better use of those 
... nutrients. 

Some of these farming operations are 
transporting· manwe as far as 90 miles 

·- away.

Question: _ _ 
. 1-Jow can I put soil tests to work

_ - >OllJDY farm?

Question: 
: _ Any other tips? 

Question: 

Elder. Keep good records of what 
was done. If you have questions, ask! 
Certified - . Crop Advisers, Certified 

How do I know the nutrient 
content-of the manure? ,....,.,-.=,.,,...--,--, Livestock Managers, Soil and

Water Conservation Districts, 

Elder: Each type of manure · f
should be sampled in a manner 

or OSU Extension staff members 
are good sources of information. 

to best reflect the method of Question: 
application. Liquid materials What other benefits 
should be thoroughly agitated come from using organic 
before collecting samples. Dry '------=-......,. .... nutrients? 
materials should be mixed to get ELDER ------------
a representative sample of moisture and 
nutrients. 

Sampling at various field application 
points will probably give the best indi­
cation of actual nutrients applied.- Using 
several years of historical manure tests 
provides better average nutrient values. 

Question: 
What application precautions 
need to·be taken? _ 

Elder: Organic nutrients provide much 
more than just nitrogen, phosphorus 
and potassium to the soil. Important 
micronutrients, organic matter, lime and 
biological activity in the material can 
greatly improve soil water-holding ca­
pacity and quality. 

While researching the history of tile 
drainage and the age of different types 
of tile in a very old book, I ran ac

r
oss 

· a - story_ about - an_ immigrant farmer in
____ ___;___; ____ _.:.,; _____ _- - New York in the early 1800s who bought 
Elder: Maintain the _setbacks from old, rundown farms and took what ev­
watets of �e _ state, residences, wells; eryoile · then considered·- waste. He
etc. .For manure, a 35-foot .vegetated hauled manure and other organic waste,
filter is needed from waterifofthe state . drain� the fields, planted cover crops
or a IOOfoot buffer if surface-applied and rotations, and became very sue­
where no vegetated filter is present. cessfuL He understood the needs of the 

. Also, know
· 

the weather· forecasts. land. It seems like we constantly have to 
If more than a 50% chance of on�alf - relearn some ·of those lessons. 
inch of rain is predicted, do not apply 

· without· incorporating:
Elder: Make sure you know the nutrient Know· the soil ·moisture conditions 
requirements of your fields. According when applying. If applying a liquid lliate- .. 

-· --- to Ohio State University testing cri- · rial, do not exceed the available water-
- -· terla, a soil test should· represent. no holding capacity of the soiL Also. do not

_ more than a 25-acre area. That soil test cause ponding, 'runoff OT. movement to .
_ should be taken before spreading or tile, or compaction of the soil _
else not until six months after organic
nutrients have been appUcdto allow for· QuestiQri: _ _ 
those nutrients to assimilate into the WIii a cover crop help?
soil
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FORM 3900-PTO-005, PART 17: MANURE MANAGEMENT PLAN (May 11r 2006) 

LAND APPLICATION 

The following describes the procedures to be used in this MMP for land application as required by RulE 
901:10-2-14. 

APPUCATION PROCEDURES: 

In the space provided below, briefly describe the general application methods that will be utilized by your 
facility. This shall include the type of equipment for application, type of equipment for incorporation or 
injection, type of equipment to be utilized for transportation to fields, approximate number of days/loads 
needed to land apply the annual manure produced, whether land application will be performed by a 
custom applicator, etc. Note: If Distribution and Utllfzatlon is utilized for all manure, please answer as
nN/A. ,, 

The primary method of application of manure to acres owned by the facility will be through irrigation. 
Cummtly, the facility operates a pull type inigation gun, which Is used to tnigate an alfalfa/hay crop and 
may be used to irrigate standing oom in a continuous com rotation as needed. Wlth the changes to the 
manure management system at the facility, the manure from pond #2 will be irrigated, while the manure 
from pond #1 will be distributed off the farm. The manure in pond #2 will be fess nutrient dense, in 
particular phosphorus, compared to the manure in pond #1, which Is related to how the manure is to be 
managed. All the manure from the production faa1ities is pumped to pond #1. Toe solids in the manure 
are allowed to settle for a period of time and then the liquid froin pond

. 
# 1 is pm�

. ;( 
,tmpond #2 for

further storage. .: � ....-/ID The manure to be disbibuted off the farm will be either 
-

tom applicator to 
neighboring farm fields utilizing a draglineE" . s tanks, r: , ure will be 
distributed to local farmer(s) who v� ure to th _ a ay be further from 
the production facility.

�
�--..-- . rthez . . ent on the equipment they 

choose to transport a n  plii,jffle manure. � If soil test phosphorus evels itliare own to decrease over time, a center pivot may be 
installed that will _ma rator to irri ate on those acres. 

Currently, in order e 1 acres at the facility site, which are considered as "high" based on the
phosphorus index risk assessment procedure, In this manure management plan, the following condition

<must be met; as provided by the ODA LEPP office. Soil samples of the 71 acres shall be taken 
during the mid point of this pennlt and reviewed by an ODA inspector. Toe sample results shall show 
decreased levels of soil phosphorus (P) based on the same lab test procedure (Bray PI) identified on the 
soil reports induded with this manure management pfan (MMP). If the soil P levels are not shown to be 
decreasing, the acreage shall be removed from the MMP for the remainder of the permit, until such time 
that the soil test P levels allow for manure a lication under the Soil Test Prisk assessment rocedure. 

I· I I 
Use FORMS 7A & 7B of the Operating Record, or your own approved forms, to record all of the 
following to satisfy �e Rules listed and NPDES requirements: 

1. Reid observations of liquid manure applications, based on Available Water Capacity. Rules 901:10-
2-16[AJ[1l[c]UiiJ, 901; 10-2-l()[A][l][c][iy], and 901:lQ-2-14.

2. Soil survey maps for all land application sites. Rule 901:10-2-16[Al[l][c][v].

3. Cropping schedules. Rufe 901:10-2-16[AJ[1][c](viilJ.

a. Past Year
b. Current Year 
.... Anticipated 2-Year projection for planned crop 

FEB 7 2009 

Ohio Department of Agrfculture 
UVestock Environmental Pennltting 

Manure Management Plan (3900-PTO-00S) 
Page 18 of 20 
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Erlewine, Kristina 

From: 

,..,,_./ Sent: 

To: 

Zwolinski, Gary 
Wednesday, June 25, 2008 4:11 PM 
Andy Ety; Bailey, Patrick; Kevin Elder 

Subject: FW:  Dairy Soil Test Results Comparison 
Attachments: Farms phosphorus explanation 062508.pdf; Soil_Test_ Farms_2004_05_06_07_08-2 for 

rison.xis 

I don't see where this explains how certain fields changed hundreds of #/a and some stayed the same during the same / 
time frame. See the blue, these fields stayed basically the same between the change '05-'07. The yellow changed "-. 
drastically. 

Gary Zwolinski, P.E. 

Livestock Environmental Engineer 
8995 East Main Street 
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068 

614-728--4215
614-728-6335 - fax

zwolinski@agri.ohio.gov 

From: Stephanie Tudor 
Sent: Wednesday, June 
To: Zwolinski, Gary 

__ _Cc: Mike Brugger 
,__, Subject: Dairy Soil Test Results Comparison 

Gary, 

Attached is the explanation regarding  Dairy's phosphorus differences, which was prepared by Bill 
Bauer of Nester Ag-Management. There is also a spreadsheet attached that makes comparisons between 
years for the fields. Please let me know if you need anything else. 

Thanks - Stephanie 

Stephanie Tudor 
North Point Engineering 
14941 Ulrey Road 
Centerburg, OH 43011 

(Home and Fax)
(Cell)

studor@npecoro.com

Canton Office 
6657 Frank Ave NW, Suite 200 
North Canton, OH 44720 
Ph Fax 

__.CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 
appftcable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient ( or a person authorized to 
deliver it to the named addressee), you are hereby notified that you are strictly prohibited from printing, 

10/14/2009 
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901:10-2-14 Contents of manure management plan: land 
appiication methods. 

This rule establishes best management practices that govern land application of manure on land 
application areas . The land application of manure at each land application area shall be conducted to 
utilize nutrients at agronomic rates, and to minimize nutrient runoff to waters of the state and shall be 
recorded in the operating record in accordance with rule 901: 10-2-16 of the Administrative Code. The 
discharge of manure to waters of the state from a facility as a result of application of that manure by the 
facility to land application areas is a discharge from that facility subject to NPDES requirements except 
where it is an agricultural stormwater discharge. Where manure has been applied in accordance with 
this rule and an approved manure management plan, a precipitation-related discharge of manure from 
land application areas is agricultural stormwater discharge. 

Excerpts~ 

(E)(3)(b) )No manure application shall occur on frozen or snow-covered ground; 

(G) General criteria for frozen and snow-covered ground. In addition to complying with all of the criteria
in paragraphs (A) to (F) of this rule, the following actions are required for surface application of manure
to land with frozen or snow-covered ground.

If manure can be injected or incorporated then the land application site is not frozen or snow covered 
and therefore subject to paragraphs (A) to (F) of this rule. 

The owner or operator shall comply with rule 901: 10-2-08 of the Administrative Code and this rule and 
use best efforts to avoid surface application of manure to frozen or snow covered ground by ensuring 
enough manure storage capacity by November of each year for a minimum of one hundred twenty to 
one hundred eighty days. 

Manure injection or manure incorporation performed within twenty-four hours at the land application site 
is the preferred alternative to surface application of manure. Solid manure with less than fifty per cent 
moisture shall be stockpiled at the land application site in lieu of manure application on frozen or snow 
covered ground. 

Surface application of manure on frozen or snow-covered ground is prohibited unless performed in 
accordance with all of the following requirements in paragraph (G)(l) of this rule. 

( 1) Application.

(a) Prior approval for each surface application of manure shall be obtained from the director or his
designated representative. 

(b) Except as required by paragraph (G)(l)(g) of this rule, the application rate is limited to ten wet tons
per acre for solid manure with more than fifty per cent moisture.

(c) Except as required by paragraph (G)(l)(g) of this rule, the application rate is limited to five thousand
gallons per acre for liquid manure.




